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A PROPAEDEUTICS OF SERBIA'S NEW INDUSTRIAL POLICY 







The paper analyzes the post-socialist industrial development of Serbia and the 
theoretical and empirical propaedeutics on new industrial policy (under the 
influence of the EU industrial policy, globalization process and the Fourth Industrial 
Revolution/4IR). It is indicated the key issues of Serbian industry, explored the 
strategic perspectives of a new industrial policy of Serbia, and its possible impacts 
on territorial development.An analytical framework of the globalization theory 
regarding a new industrial policy has been applied in the paper, as well as the 
European RIS framework, which was prescribed for the EU accession countries, in 
preparation of their "Strategy of Smart Specialization"/S3. The paper has indicated 
global challenges of the new industrial policy under disruptive technological 
changes, uncertain growth and precarious employment. The global framework for a 
new industrial policy causes a new spatial configuration, especially in the regions 
and cities, such as a new production platforms and diffusion of new work-spaces. It 
indicates a new shift of the possible implications of 4IR and industrial policy to the 
territorial planning and governance. The real opportunities for the Serbian industrial 
policy are given in the paper as well as some recommendations for its improvement. 
 
Key words:New industrial policy, Research and Innovation Systems/RIS, Smart 




The global economic and financial crisis has highlighted long-standing structural 
weaknesses in the depletion of the industrial base, in globalization and sustainability 
[1]. After the global economic recession, it was clear that a departure from the post-
Fordist concept of economy, which is based on the domination of the service sector 
and programmed de-industrialization of the states, was necessary. There has been 
renewed interest in a stronger recovery and a new industrial strategy. The main 
reason for this are the risks observed during the crisis due to "excessive" market 
liberalization and the "volatility" of financial services [2]. Countries with a larger 
share of industry in their GDP have been shown to be less affected by the crisis.De-
industrialization of the EU took place in conditions of weak economic growth, 
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decrease in the gross value added (GVA) of industries, increase in productivity and 
industrial production [3]. The steady increase in employment in the EU has been 
accompanied by a declining industrial employment. Overall trends indicate a risk of 
further decline in the GVA of industry and its share in the total employment of the 
EU. This is why the EU has opted for the "European Industrial Renaissance" as a top 
priority, which means that without investment in innovation, technology, 
knowledge and production, there is neither new value nor social well-being.Slow 
economic growth, the failure of industrial policy (IP) across Europe, the need for a 
stronger recovery from the post-crisis industry, the digitalization of the economy, 
and the emergence of Industry 4.0 indicate a sense of urgency for creating a new IP. 
Economic growth in the EU is particularly weak, and the real GDP has surpassed the 
pre-crisis level only in 2016 [4]. Although industry generates 16% of GDP, its 
importance is much greater given that it generates over 75% of exports and 25% of 
jobs [4].  This opens up challenges due to the insufficiently researched effects of the 
development of new technology on employment, labor market, social and structural 
changes and regional balance. A new EU industrial strategy is becoming a driver of 
economic growth and recovery and a major mean for reducing competitiveness gaps 
[5].  This is why the EU is creating the conditions for re-industrialization. A key step 
is linking them to the priorities and objectives specified in the Europe 2020 
Strategy[6]. At theoretical level, it is implied that, after the regression and 
deindustrialization phase, a progressive reintegration and renewal phase can be 
expected. 
The paper discusses the global theoretical framework and the new European 
approach to the IP, the post-socialist industrial development of Serbia, the 
perspectives and recommendations for a new IP in Serbia and its possible 
implications. 
 
Theoretical framework of industrial policy 
 
The IP means a set of policies that aims to encourage structural changes, i.e. not 
exclusively “horizontal” changes [7]. The classical IP is closely related to import-
substitution industries, emerging industries, the development of "state industrial 
champions" (Benner, 2019) and protectionism. Criticism of these IPs refers to failures 
in the selection of "champions", possible repression on private investment [7], 
implementation of "secret practices between political and economic powers" [8], and 
selective interventions.  
A combination of IPs, selective openness to trade and investment, and 
macroeconomic stability are more conducive to industrialization than pure market 
liberalization [9].One of the most influential policies in the new generation of the IP 
is based on clusters and on the systematic promotion of certain industries. Unlike 
classic IPs, the new generation of IPs does not strive to restrict competition, but relies 
on market advantages and a knowledge-based economy. This is why IP is 
increasingly linked to the innovation and entrepreneurship policy [10, 11], with the 
strengthening of the state's "entrepreneurial" role in innovations and driving 




The Europe 2020 Strategy has initiated a new IP trend at EU level with the aim of 
smart, sustainable and inclusive growth. Under the auspices of the document, the 
European Commission has launched the "flagship initiatives": the Digital Agenda 
[12], the EU's Integrated Industrial Policy [13] and the "Innovation Union" [14]. 
According to the document For a European Industrial Renaissance [15], the purpose of 
creating a new IP of EU is to foster industrial growth, competitiveness and 
employment, sustainable and inclusive growth, with the strengthening of the 
institutional framework and policy instruments. The aim of the new IP is the 
creation of better opportunities for international cooperation, networking, 
knowledge transfer, strengthening entrepreneurial skills and technological 
capabilities towards Europe 2020 [6] through a partnership between governments 
and the industry.  
Over the last decade, there has been a change in the understanding of IP and 
regional policy in the EU. This includes abandoning the traditional neoclassical 
approach (often spatially undefined) and an orientation to the place-based approach 
and European framework of Research and Innovation Strategies for Smart 
Specialization (RIS3) with a focus on developing knowledge and innovation to raise 
regional strengths. RIS3 is a key component in Europe 2020 [6] and its Cohesion Policy 
till 2020. 
The European Commission  has announced a new industrial strategy which 
summarizes the innovation policy, digitalization and the "green" economy with the 
aim of supporting  smart, inclusive and sustainable growth by the implementation of 
RIS3 [5]. The EU countries had to develop frameworks for Strategies for Smart 
Specialization (S3) because of access to co-financing till 2020. This conditionality 
shows that S3 has become a backbone of cohesion policy, i.e. its relevance to regional 
development is obvious. Due to its focus on structural changes, the RIS3 qualifies as 
an EU industrial policy [16]. The first framework of IP is the S3 approach, especially 
in the underdeveloped regions of Europe, whose procedural side reflects the basic 
principles of the new IP, because it supports the institutional preconditions for 
experimentation and "self-discovery" [17, 18]. The second framework for the IP of EU 
is the Horizon 2020 research and innovation program, with priorities for funding 
research projects and new technologies, as well as the promotion of innovation, 
especially in SMEs. A comparison of S3 and Horizon 2020 shows that both concepts 
follow different, but complementary elements. While the approach S3 follows 
territorial logic and focuses on endogenous development of the region, the Horizon 
is characterized by the spatially "blind/ed" development logic. Both frameworks 
indicate experimentation, "self-discovery" and public entrepreneurial investment to 
reduce the risk of private investment.  
The slow recovery of European industry after the recession has shown that it is 
difficult to achieve economic growth without targeted interventions for the starting 
of industries [8]. That is why the industrial strategy encompasses a set of measures 
that the state is taking for improving the performances of industrial companies, 
sectors and clusters [19]. These measures include support for the new IP, science, 
technology, innovations, human capital, public procurement, de-regulation, antitrust 
policy, FDI, intellectual property rights, the allocation of financial resources and the 




The new IPs include the role of an "entrepreneurial state" and urge authorities to 
take a catalytic and facilitative role in innovation and economic growth. The S3 is a 
place-based approach, which advocates for the policy interventions to support 
specific "experiments" and activities across the region, and harness the potentials for 
innovation, knowledge transfer and their commercial use.  
Underdeveloped regions are usually characterized by lower potential in terms of 
entrepreneurial talent, work skills and technological capacities, as a basis for the 
development of new specializations. New value creation activities take place in the 
“bottom-up” entrepreneurship discovery process [21] and develop on the existing 
regional resources that facilitate new regional specializations. The regional policy, 
based on a place-based approach, identifies sectors and areas, and encourages the 
local innovation in specific areas [22]. Doloreux [23] points to several types of RISs: 
1) the organizationally weak RIS (lack of actors), 2) fragmented RIS (lack of regional 
cooperation), and 3) "locked" RIS (immanent to the old industrial regions).  
Regional actors should identify the capabilities and strengths that exist in the region 
in the collective process of the entrepreneurial discovery [24]. Radosevic [16] 
considers the main challenges for the “Western Balkans” to be the lack of levers for 
growth, a focus on technology imports, and industrial lagging. However, Serbia is 
characterized by a relatively advanced research of technological development. The 
implementation of S3 is limited by weak institutional capacities, especially in 
underdeveloped regions. 
 
A new industrial policy of the European Union 
 
The European development is in a critical position because of weak economic and 
industrial growth, and it is faced with major socio-economic and sustainability 
challenges [25]. The consequences of the global crisis are growing socio-economic 
inequalities, especially in the lagging regions [26].  De-industrialization has hit most 
of the European countries even before the global crisis [27]. The impact of the crisis is 
reflected in the loss of 20 million jobs in industry (2007-2016) as well as in the 
decrease of production and competitiveness [4]. 
Some researchers indicate that production processes and innovations are closely 
related and they benefit from co-location synergistic effects [28], i.e.  creating and 
retaining a new value in the "same location" contributes to sustainable regional 
growth [29].  
The EU has initiated "industrial renewal" to overcome structural weaknesses [30, 19] 
and to restore industrial competitiveness with the aim of increasing the industrial 
share in the GDP to 20% by 2020. Re-industrialization involves an innovative, 
"green", technologically advanced industry that supports over 23 million SMEs. The 
framework for re-industrialization involves access to finance, capital, markets, 
training, and greater investment in innovation.  
The new industrial strategy should respond to  numerous challenges and objectives 
such as: acceleration of industrial growth; inclusive and sustainable socio-economic 
growth; structural weaknesses; increasing competitiveness; the creation of  a new 
value in order to achieve sustainable growth; digitalization of economy and 




coordination of the industrial, regional and other policies; access to industrial inputs; 
the creation of  entrepreneurial skills; education, etc.   
The new IP involves the changing of the production within 4IR: abandoning the 
concept of "economies of scale" with the support of production towards an "economy 
of small series of quality products"; respect for individual customer preferences 
(“mass personalization of products”); and digitalization. New value chains in the 
industry are being realized through digital infrastructure: vertical distribution 
networks, the integration of production and services; horizontal distribution 
networks of suppliers, manufacturers and customers. 
Technologies of 4IR and digitalization are transforming the industrial structures, 
opening up new issues of competition policy, education, training, governance and 
regulation [31]. The IP needs to better coordinate the development of technologies, 
sectors and locations, in the process of employment and competition by applying the 
principles of sustainability and circular economy [32]. Place-based IP is a powerful 
tool for territorial cohesion. 
Mazzucato [33] points to the complex nature of innovation that requires from the 
states to promote "mission orientation", research and innovation, and to focus on 
bottom-up and "self-discovery" experimentation. The entrepreneurial state as a 
support to the new IP encompasses: a) a facilitating catalytic role in supporting 
innovation; b) a portfolio approach based on triggering structural changes; and  
c) assuming the risk of failure innovation projects and the risk of experimentation by 
the public sector, which allows for commercial private investment [10].  
There are significant regional differences in the growth of territorial innovation in 
the EU. The productivity gap has deepened between firms, sectors and countries, 
due to insufficient diffusion of technologies and innovations [34] and insufficient 
entrepreneurial capital [35].  
The support of the new IP implies harmonizing  the development challenges of the 
existing EU industrial and cohesion policy (2014-2020) with the Europe 2020 Strategy, 
the European Research and Innovation Program, the program COSME (SMEs support) 
and Horizon 2021-2027 (EC, 2017). The prospects for the future innovation-oriented 
IP after 2020 are based on Horizon 2021-2027, which includes the scientific excellence, 
global challenges and the European industrial competitiveness.  
The main innovations in Horizon 2021-2027 are: a) the introduction of a European 
Innovation Council, as a one-stop-shop, which will support innovation, encourage 
private finance and start-ups; b) research, development and missions, i.e. mission-
oriented development, and involving the public, private and civil sectors to meet the 
needs of society and citizens [36]; c) the strengthening of international cooperation; 
d) open science policy; e) a new approach to partnership through co-programmed, 
co-financed institutionalized partnerships, with wide stakeholder participation 
based on five identified mission areas.  
 
Industrial development in Serbia 
 
The main characteristic of industrial development in Serbia since the 1990s has been 
a drastic decline in production (especially in the period of hyperinflation 1992-1993) 




industry's share in the GDP, GVA and total employment [3]. This was mostly due to 
non-economic reasons, such as civil wars, the dissolution of the SFRY, UN sanctions 
(1992), the bombing (1999), and so on. These causes have contributed to a GDP 
decline of over 50% [3].  
In the 1990s, under the neoliberal agenda and the Washington Agreement, the post-
socialist transition started. It has included: 1) transformation from socialist self-
governance economy into the market (Post-Fordist) economy; 2) privatization of 
assets (> 30% of unsuccessful sales of earlier state/socially-owned enterprises); 3) 
strong de-industrialization, with one million jobs lost (600,000 in industry) and a 
huge “brain drain”. During the period between 1990 and2018, there was very 
divergent economic growth, such as: a) thecollapse of economy and transitional recession 
with a negative GDP growth (-6.3% from 1991 to 2000), and b) slow recovery after 2000 
until the present with different dynamics of economic growth. Since 2000 till now, there 
have been three phases characterized  by: 1) fast GDP growth (average 5.4%) with a 
slow recovery and restructuring of real economy (2001-2008); 2) a slowdown in 
economic growth from the 2008 crisis till 2015 with an average GDP growth of 0.6% 
(also - 6% in 2009) with  economic stagnation; and 3) a  weak recovery  of economic 
growth from 2016 to 2018, with a GDP growth of 2.8%, 2%, 3.5% respectively (Figure 
1).   
 
 
Figure 1: Indicators of Serbian industry (in %)  
Source: Statistical Yearbook of Serbia (2002-2018) 
 
This period lacked the restructuring of public enterprises and large industrial 
enterprises in Serbia, with a slow-down in transition. The trend of economic 
recovery and  initial re-industrialization  started after 2015, with a GDP growth of 
1.9%, 3.3%, 2% and 4.4%, respectively, and 3.5% in 2019 [37].  During this period, the 
dynamics of industrial growth was above average (4.4% per year), with an average 
total of GDP growth of 2.9%. A slight recovery has been indicated by an increase of 
total and industrial employment at an average rate of 4.8% per year [38]. The 
industrial share in the total employment increased from 20% in 2014 to 21.8% in 
2018, owing to the rise of FDI.  Production of a low technological level is allocated to 
Serbia, which requires mostly low-skilled labour.   
 
The prospects of Serbia's new industrial policy  
 
The Strategy and Policy of Industrial Development of the Republic of Serbia from 2011 to 
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of Economic Growth and Development of Serbia from 2011-2020 [41] have predicted 
reindustrialization. So far, the projections of economic growth ( average real GDP 
growth of 6%, manufacturing GDP growth of 7.3%, increase of employees for 
400,000 workers, productivity and competitiveness growth, double of export share in 
the GDP, and high investment growth) have not been realized. The IP of Serbia [39] 
has been sporadically implemented with a focus on restructuring and regional 
development. It is the first development document that defines in a consistent 
manner the need for re-industrialization, the export orientation of the industry, the 
priorities of the Serbian industry and the ways of achieving them. The Strategy is in 
line with the Europe 2020 Strategy. Industrial changes should take place in three 
stages: 1) revitalization and renovation; 2) restructuring (technological 
modernization); and 3) increasing  its competitiveness by moving from a 
predominantly low-tech structure to a high-tech one, as the most difficult goal to 
achieve, because  Serbia is one of the least developed European countries. It is about 
changing the overall development paradigm, from the traditional approach based on 
the exploitation of natural resources - towards a development based on new 
technologies, innovations, education, cooperation, partnerships and competitiveness 
for creating a high GVA. A classical IP was based on the identification of priority 
branches, production and support for development through various forms of direct 
and indirect subsidies (e.g. grants or cheap loans, incentives, state aid), and on direct 
control managed by state institutions.  
Serbia and South-East European countries have adopted a common Strategy SEE 
2020 [42] with a "mainstream economy" focus on digitalization and high technology 
in the service sectors, without planning their industrial development.  
In the next few years, Serbia's GDP is projected to grow 3-4% annually. Although 
respectable, this growth rate is below Serbia's development needs, bearing in mind 
the need to catch up with the transition and developed countries.  Serbia’s  new 
growth agenda [43], prepared by the World Bank, has forecasted  Serbian real GDP 
growth up to an incredible 7% annually over the next 20 years, as well as the 
generation of 100,000 jobs per year [43, 44]. The new IP should be based on realistic 
goals, development capabilities, limited technological capacities and available 
industrial capabilities for applying the innovations. The IP should enable the 
solutions for key development, economic and social problems in Serbia.  
According to the Draft Strategy of IP Serbia 2021-2030 [45], the main aim is increasing  
Serbia's competitiveness  with the following specific goals: raising the technological 
level of the industry and its transformation towards digitalization and automation; 
increasing the contribution of research and innovation solutions to the development 
and digitalization of industry; increasing investments with a balance in their 
structure and quality; increasing the level of the value added in industrial export, 
and the transformation of the industry from a linear to a circular model with a 
reduction in CO2 emissions. The main interventions are envisaged: human resources 
empowerment for industrial development, digital transformation of industry, 
innovation, investment, and internationalization.  
The new IP of Serbia should incorporate the frameworks and solutions of the Draft 
on Smart Specialization Strategy of Serbia/S3 [46]. The goal of RIS3 in Serbia is 




market. In developing S3 Serbia, the framework of the Joint Research Centre for 
Smart Specialization in the countries covered by the EU enlargement process and 
neighbouring EU countries, adopted by the European Union in 2018 (as binding), 
was applied. Adoption of the S3 is expected in 2020, and it is one of the conditions 
for closing Chapter 20: Entrepreneurship and IP in the EU accession process. The 
Draft of S3 in Serbia [46] envisages the development of four vertical priority areas:1. 
ICT (Big data, cloud technology); IoT; software); 2) Creative industries (Creative 
digital media production and services; gaming industry; smart and active 
packaging); 3) Food for futures(high-tech agriculture; value added food products; 
sustainable agri-food production); 4) Future machines and manufacturing 
systems(application machines; data to decision–Industry 4.0; premium tools and 
smart mobility solutions; sustainable heat appliances and devices; solutions for 
smart ecosystems; 5)  Energy efficient and eco-smart solutions; 6)  Key enabling 
technologies and emerging technologies(photonics; advanced materials and 
manufacturing technologies; electronics); industrial biotechnology; block-chain 
technologies; autonomous driving, aerospace systems and engineering).  
Within the horizontal dimension, two priority areas are envisaged: energy efficient 
and eco-smart solutions, and key technologies and emerging technologies (photonics; 
advanced materials; manufacturing technologies; electronics; biotechnology; block-
chain technologies; automatic control, etc.).  
Bearing in mind the existing documents for  the industrial development in Serbia, 
herein, two additional aims of the new IP are suggested as follows: a) strengthening  
the horizontal initiative at territorial level to improve regional competitiveness 
through various interventions; and b) overcoming the challenges and uncertainties 
in the implementation of IP regarding the dynamics of industrial growth and its 
possible implications, also depending on the choice of the ultra-liberal or ultra-
societal approaches or some hybrids. 
 
Recommendations for a new Serbian industrial policy 
 
The new IP should enable a shift towards increased competitiveness and the 
innovatively based competitiveness. Serbia should adjust the IP to the new European 
IP, although it has very limited access to most of the financial, human, institutional 
and other resources that are necessary for industrial development, especially high-
tech industries. The development of new technologies is expensive and demanding, 
while the expectation of significant effects can be achieved only in the long-term. The 
key issues of the sector priorities of the new IP have not yet been resolved [47-49]. 
The real possibilities for the new IP are extremely modest, especially because of 
Serbia's low level of development. Serbia is focused on importing modest and the 
lowest levels of technology mainly through FDI. The scope for defining a new 
industrial development is extremely narrow, especially after the global crisis, in 
terms of institutional and financial capacity, and human resources. In the new IP, 
there is a real limited application of the locally adapted concept of re-
industrialization, i.e. the process of export-driven re-industrialization as a locally 
adapted 'resilient' concept of the IP in accordance with RIS3 and 4IR frameworks; 




(innovative networking of companies and other agents); more investments in 
research, education, capacity building; changes in the legal, financial and 
organizational framework; better coordination of public policies with  strategic 
decision-making, planning and governance.  
The new IP should include the global framework of 4IR: an almost complete change 
to the concept of production and governance (due to the speed, complexity and 
transformative power of Industry 4.0); abandoning the concept of "economies of 
scale" with respecting the market preferences of customers; digitalization; and the 
establishment of regional production platforms (physical and informational). 
The key features of 4IR are exponential growth, competitiveness, rapid changes and 
social, economic and financial uncertainties. The 4IR imperatively involves 
increasing the intensity of knowledge in the creation of new values in an economy 
based on innovations; sophisticated and innovative products; services; "smart" 
industrial enterprises; digital networking and integration; "computer-generated" 
products, and the complex effects of new technologies. However, the reality in the 
industrial structure of Serbia today is completely different. The global challenges of 
Industry 4.0 are initiating an increase in the share of precarious work, transformation 
of social standards, with the reduction of jobs for low-skilled and non-digital 
workers. 
 
Possible implications of the industrial policy 
 
Strategic determinants of the future Serbian IP should bring different novelties that 
can implicate numerous effects on spatial processes and structures, such as: 1) 
support to the process of selective export-based re-industrialization in line with RIS3 
(with local innovative products with a higher GVA); 2) implementation of the global 
4IR framework as well as some degree of de-globalization; 3) establishment of 
horizontal (regional) production platforms; 4) customized mission-oriented 
industrial innovation; 5) the role of an “entrepreneurial” state that initiates 
investment in research and innovation and assumes all innovation risks because of 
the innovation-driven growth, but with a socio-spatial balance.  
The application of 4IR technologies can bring deep and rapid social changes, 
changes in all economic sectors as well as in the business environment; "disruptions" 
on the labor market and in employment (automation replacement of labour, rapid 
changes of qualifications, job creation for highly qualified workers in the fields of 
new technologies, a lack of highly skilled workforce); changes in the education 
system, to product quality, to everyday life, and changes in the financial system. The 
economic effects and socio-spatial impacts are still unexplored, unpredictable and 
uncertain. The IP should avoid dichotomies (technological development vs. jobs; 
growth or equity).  
It is estimated that the IP based on 4IR could contribute to an increase in socio-
economic inequalities and the division between precarious and privileged actors by 
raising the share of precarious labor; the reduction of jobs and the replacement of 
low-skilled jobs by digitilization and automation. The implementation of the 
framework 4IR could lead to profound social changes, transformation of social 




the people's lives, such as their quality of life, business environment, employment, 
consumer expectations, product quality, various actors, and organizational, urban 
and social innovations. The development of new industrial technologies highlights 
the need for a major transformation in the educational system - in learning, skills 
and knowledge, as well as in the integration of strategic, critical and ethical thinking 
in the use of 4IR technologies.  
Significant impacts of the concept of industrial development at all territorial levels 
can be expected from new production and investment platforms. Industry 4.0 can 
cause "dramatic" regional GDP growth or industrial de-growth, the so-called 
"sacrificing" economic growth and possible jobless growth [50].  
The key issue is uneven territorial industrial development in order to achieve a 
balance between the two basic spatial types of industrial development in Serbia [51, 
52, 53]: the concept of competitive spatial distribution of industry and the concept of 
cohesive spatial distribution. So far, the spatial concentration and polarization of 
industrial development have dominated, especially in the metropolitan areas of 




Transitional changes and the great economic recession after the global crisis have 
highlighted the long-standing structural weaknesses related to the shrinking of 
Serbia's industrial base. After the transition recession and the global crisis, the 
strengthening of the process of reindustrialization began. Despite the "toxic" 
reduction of the industry's share in the GDP from 44.5% to 14.5% in the period 
between 1989 and2018, it will still remain one of the most important economic 
sectors in Serbia in the future. This involves a new IP of Serbia with the aim of 
solving one part of the development problems and the harmonization of the real 
possibilities of industrial development with the global framework of 4IR, especially 
with the new European IP and RIS3.  
Serbia has not yet prepared the “exit strategy” (Serbia adopted the following: 
Strategy of scientific and technological development of Serbia 2016-2020; Strategy of 
industrial development of Serbia 2011-2020; Spatial Plan of Republic of Serbia 2020; 
Development plan of Serbia 2025) while RIS4 is not yet completed. In Serbia, extremely 
limited real opportunities are evident for the perspectival intelligence-smart thinking 
about the future smart industry in an underdeveloped country (e.g. narrow 
manoeuvre abilities, resources, capacities etc.). There is a conundrum how Serbia as 
an underdeveloped country can achieve fast growth in the global race among 4IR 
industries. Serbia is a “follower” regarding the import of modest and the lowest 
technologies. Development prospects for S4 are very limited and gloomy. The Draft 
S3 of Serbia promotes prioritization and vertical selection instead of neutral and 
horizontal programs; decentralization, self-discovery and flexibility; transformative 
activities rather than sector priorities. In the establishment of a new IP, what is very 
important are the principles for determining priorities in the prioritization process 
(e.g. entrepreneurial discovery, experimentation, spillover of development effects) as 
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